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Abstract
Firms increasingly rely on cooperation to cope with the complex and dynamic environ-
ments. Besides, some firms even develop well-known coopetition strategy. While coopetition 
may combine the benefits of cooperation and competition, there is still an inherent paradox 
given the possible tension between value creation and appropriation. Inconsistent studies on 
its effect on innovation may spur or/and stifle firm’s innovation. It may be caused by its 
intriguing paradoxical nature. Because of it, there are continuously increasing papers pub-
lished in academic journals. This article presents a brief overview of the researches on 
coopetition until 2018 and tears out the research levels in which include individual, intra-
organizational, inter-organizational and inter-network levels. Then, it concentrates more on 
the accumulated debates on positive, negative, and even inverted U-shaped influences of 
coopetition on innovation. It also outlines the factors that can moderate the tension, heavily 
affected not only by firm-specific factors but also by the network and market context. 
Finally, I try to highlight several promising areas and give directions for future research. It 
is necessary to further explore the interplay of competition and cooperation, the cross-level 
research of coopetition from individual to firm and network, and dynamic study of coopeti-
tion relationship in different innovative stages, especially in the large-sample qualitative 
method.
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1.  Introduction
In the dynamic and global business world, firms increasingly rely on cooperation with 
others to gain competitive advantage (Renna & Argoneto 2012; Bouncken et al. 2015). 
Almost half of firms would develop cooperation with their competitors to engage in simulta-
neous pursuit of cooperation and competition, a well-known coopetition strategy (Bengtsson 
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& Kock, 2014; Bouncken et al., 2018). For instance, Sony Corporation develops a coopera-
tive relationship with its rival Samsung Electronics in R&D and joint production (Gnyawali 
& Park, 2011). Cooperation builds on convergent interests, while competition is dominated 
by divergent interests. The coopetition is essentially coupled with an inherent paradox (Wil-
helm, 2011), although it was developed as a win-win strategy that goes beyond the 
conventional rules of competition and cooperation to achieve both advantages from game the-
ory (Nalebuff, Brandenburger, & Maulana., 1996). Especially, there is a hot debate on its 
effect on innovation, which may spur or/and stifle a firm’s innovation (Tidström, 2014). 
Researchers have suggested that coopetition is likely to enhance firm’s innovation perfor-
mance (e.g. Ritala & Hurmelinna-Laukkanen, 2009), while some other studies indicate the 
dark side of coopetition in innovation performance (e.g. Kang & Kang, 2010). Firms may be 
caught in the tension of knowledge sharing and protecting (Jarvenpaa & Majchrzak, 2016).
Thus, the intriguing paradoxical nature should be the reason for the continuously 
increasing interest in researching coopetition (e.g. Bengtsson & Kock, 2014; Gast et al., 
2015). With the development of the strategic alliances evolving from simple, dyadic arrange-
ments to multi-party alliance networks (Bouncken, Clauß, & Fredrich, 2016), there have 
been extant researches on the roles of coopetition, the management mechanism and the 
effects of innovation in individual, intra-organizational, inter-organizational, network levels. 
In spite of the increasing concerns, lack of generalizability for studies on coopetition calls 
for a systemic review on the studies until 2018 to concentrate more on the accumulated 
debates and outline the factors that can moderate the tension in innovation at different lev-
els.
In the paper, I make efforts to develop a brief overview of research on coopetition and 
provide a clear concept and key topics in these years. I also tear out the distinct arrange-
ment of the extant literature in individual, intra-organizational, inter-organizational and 
inter-network levels. Then, it is restricted to its implication for innovation to tease out the 
inconsistent results of the influence of coopetition on a firm’s innovation, the moderating 
factors ranging from firm-specific capacity to external conditions. Finally, I try to indicate 
several challenges and gaps to identify valuable topics in future research.
2.  A Brief Overview of Research on Coopetition
To provide a brief overview of research on coopetition, the study searched for the aca-
demic articles containing the terms ‘coopet*’ or ‘co-opet*’ in the title by Google Scholar. 
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Some important information can be achieved from the simple statistics of all the number of 
articles on coopetition between 1996 and 2018, as shown in Fig. 1. Although there have been 
several studies since Nalebuff and Brandenburger (1996) firstly published an article on 
coopetition, coopetition has been really valued in academia until 2007 when increased inter-
ests in coopetition appeared in certain journals. For example, International Studies of 
Management and Organization and International Journal of Entrepreneurship and Small 
Business respectively published special issues on “Coopetition” in 2007 and 2009. Espe-
cially, there has been the second park since 2014 when top journals such as the Strategic 
Management Journal and Industrial Marketing Management called for papers. Table 1 pro-
vides a list of concerns on coopetition researches, including the highly cited articles.
Table 1  A summary of concerns on coopetition researches




Bengtsson & Kock, 2000; Gnyawali & Park, 2011; Chen, Dai & Li, 2016







Tasselli, Kilduff & Menges, 2015; Jarvenpaa & Majchrzak, 2016
Tsai 2002; Luo et al. 2006
Bouncken & Kraus, 2013; Park, Srivastava & Gnyawali, 2014






Nalebuff & Brandenburger, 1996; Rodrigues et al., 2009; Ritala, 2012
Mention 2011; Ritala & Sainio 2014





Gnyawali & Park, 2011; Bouncken & Fredrich, 2012; Gast et al. 2015





Ritala & Hurmelinna-Laukkanen, 2013; Lee, Wang & Huang, 2015
Phelps, 2010; Bouncken, Clauß & Fredrich; 2016; Chen, Dai & Li, 2016
Ritala, 2012; Bouncken & Kraus, 2013; Ritala & Sainio; 2014
Fig.1.  Number of articles on coopetition published between 1996 and 2018
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Nalebuff and Brandenburger (1996) used game theory to broadly defined coopetition as 
a win-win strategy to give play to a value-creating synergy between the firm and its stake-
holders including customers, suppliers, competitors and complementors. Then, Bengtsson and 
Kock (2000) narrowed down the definition to cooperation between two competitors. They 
identified actors involved in coopetition are in a hybrid activity simultaneously involving 
friendliness due to common interests and hostility due to conflicting interests. It is possible 
to account for the simultaneity of contradictory interactions by defining coopetition on two 
continua of the degree of cooperation and competition (Luo, 2007).
However, it still can be observed that the extant researches on coopetition are not only 
focused on the horizontal relationship (complementors and competitors) (e.g. Gnyawali & 
Madhavan, 2001, Padula & Dagnino, 2007; Gnyawali & Park, 2011), but also placed on the 
vertical relationship (customers and suppliers) (e.g. Soppe, Lechner & Dowling, 2016; Wil-
helm & Sydow, 2018). Studies have indicated two types of coopetitive strategies of firms 
(Akpinar & Vincze, 2016). Horizontal coopetition refers to a dyadic and paradoxical rela-
tionship that emerges when two firms cooperate in some activities, at the same time compete 
with each other in other activities (Bengtsson & Kock, 2000). Researches have been increas-
ingly done in horizontal coopetition, especially for the study on its effect on innovation 
performance. Vertical coopetition focusing on supplier-buyer dyads along the value flow 
combines price-competition and cooperation (Lacoste, 2012). There have been studies on 
vertical coopetition referring to supplier relationship management and supplier-involved 
product development. In addition, with scholars underlining the importance of multi-firm 
network, the network analysis in the trade-offs between cooperation and competition has 
started to be paid more attention due to the complicated relations established both verti-
cally, and horizontally involving pure collaboration, competition, coexistence (Wilhelm & 
Kohlbacher, 2011; Wu, Choi & Rungtusanatham, 2010; Pathak, Wu & Johnston, 2014).
Thus, Bengtsson and Kock (2014) proposed a general concept that “Coopetition means 
simultaneous competition and cooperation among two or more firms in horizontal and/or ver-
tical relationships”. It is emphasized that coopetition can exist in horizontal, vertical and 
even mixed relationships in the value network following the initial Brandenburger and Nale-
buff’s (1996) proposition, and that it should be of different nature and analyzed respectively.
3.  Multi-level researches
Coopetition strategy as the simultaneous existence of cooperation and competition can 
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be found in individual, intra-organizational, inter-organizational and inter-network levels. As 
to the level of coopetition analysis, the most prominent studies focused on the inter-firm/
organization level (e.g. Quintana-Garcia & Benavides-Velasco 2004; Bouncken & Kraus, 
2013; Park, Srivastava & Gnyawali, 2014). The coopetitive interactions on the individual 
level between people (e.g. Enberg, 2012; Jarvenpaa & Majchrzak, 2016), and on the intraor-
ganizational level within multi-unit firm between units (e.g. Tsai 2002; Luo, Slotegraaf & 
Pan, 2006) are respectively analyzed. Additionally, some studies focused on coopetition 
between networks (e.g. Peng & Bourne 2009).
3.1  Individual level
Firm’s innovation outputs are the results of individual innovative behaviors, affected by 
individual psychological factors such as cognition, emotion, attitudes, and beliefs. Tasselli, 
Kilduff, and Menges (2015) outlined the microfoundations of organizational social networks 
to explain the roles of individuals in the inter-firm relationships. Actually, inter-firm coop-
erative and competitive relations reflect on behaviors and attitudes of individuals in each 
firm. However, the extant research on the relationship between coopetition and innovation in 
the individual level is still limited beyond a few exceptions mainly due to the limitation of 
data sources.
Jarvenpaa and Majchrzak (2016) did draw on interactive self-regulation theory and hot 
cognition microfoundations to articulate how interacting individuals in interorganizational 
dyads are able to dynamically adjust their sharing and protecting behaviors to facilitate the 
learning and innovation in interorganizational collaborations (Jarvenpaa & Majchrzak, 2016). 
However, they only provided a conceptual framework without empirical verification. Taking 
a leap from general employees to top managers, researches recognized that a manager’s per-
sonal social network which constitutes a resource for the firm is often used to build 
cooperation with other firms for R&D activities (BarNir & Smith, 2002).
3.2  Intra-organizational level
The organizational work units, which belong to the same organization, include groups, 
divisions, business units, and subsidiaries. They generally cooperate for sharing common 
resources and also compete for acquiring more resources from both the market and the 
belonging firm. Innovation-related activities are likely to be influenced by interunit ties 
within the firm. Scholars analyzed how a unit cooperates with others to improve innovation 
performance (Kilduff & Tsai, 2003; Tsai, 2002). These researches are similar to those in 
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inter-organizational level. For example, a unit with a central position in an interunit 
resource exchange network is likely to produce more product innovations (Tsai & Ghoshal, 
1998). Strong ties between business units facilitate the transfer of complex knowledge, 
whereas weak ties are sufficient for less complex knowledge (Hansen, 1999). Informal social 
ties between units facilitate knowledge sharing among units that compete in the same market 
segments (Tsai, 2002).
Although these results and theory base are mostly universal with the inter-firm coope-
tition studies, there are still specific conclusions only for the inter-unit coopetition, 
cooperation and competition between units are not exactly the same as those between firms. 
These units may compete for similar markets, and their rewards and status which depend on 
how they perform relative to other units in the same organization. The patterns of intra-
organizational (or interunit) competition may complicate the coordination processes within a 
multiunit organization. For example, Tsai (2002) suggested that formal hierarchical struc-
ture (centralization) has a significant negative effect on knowledge sharing, and that informal 
lateral relations (social interaction) have a significant positive effect on knowledge sharing 
among units that compete with each other for market share, but not among units that com-
pete with each other for internal resources.
3.3  Inter-organizational level
There have been a large number of studies at inter-organizational level. Scholars mainly 
analyzed the dyadic relationship in strategic alliance in the early stage. Their studies mainly 
focused on the tension, paradoxical nature, and its management. As I indicated above, there 
still has been mixed evidence on positive and negative effects, most of which are imple-
mented by the survey and case study (e.g. Bengtsson, Raza-Ullah, & Vanyushyn, 2016; 
Bouncken et al., 2015; Gnyawali & Park, 2009; Park, Srivastava, & Gnyawali, 2014; Ritala, 
2012).
With the maturity of the academic research on coopetition, scholars have taken the leap 
from dyads to triads and even to multi-party network analysis. The triad is considered as a 
core structure occupying an intermediate level between the single dyad and higher-order 
network in inter-firm relationship analysis (Madhavan, Gnyawali & He, 2004; Choi & Wu, 
2009). Despite the importance of triadic analysis, however, scholars have only provided lim-
ited research for this potentially valuable “meso” level of analysis, besides triads in 
cooperative-competitive networks (Madhavan, Gnyawali & He, 2004), buyer–supplier–sup-
plier triads in supply networks (Choi & Wu, 2009; Wu, Choi & Rungtusanatham, 2010), and 
Coopetition and Its Implications for Innovation Performance
─ 7 ─
buyer–supplier–customer triads in business services (Wynstra, Spring & Schoenherr, 2015).
In addition, many firms have gradually shifted from bilateral R&D alliances to the 
development of multi-party network structures. With an increasing number of firms, firms 
experience a more complicated coopetitive relationship that is not the equivalent of partner 
selection for dyads (Tidström & Rajala, 2016; Czernek & Czakon, 2016). Inter-firm coopera-
tive R&D has been studied in variety of networks such as strategic alliances, clusters, 
industrial districts, and R&D consortia (e.g., Doz, Olk & Ring, 2000; Kamien & Zang, 2000; 
Sakakibara, 2002; Phelps, 2010; Gulati, Wohlgezogen & Zhelyazkov, 2012; Fonti, Maoret & 
Whitbred, 2017). Scholars employed social network theory to analyze the common underlying 
characteristics of these networks and their effects on inter-firm relationships and firm 
behaviors. Networks are believed to be a spatial concentration of a set of interconnected 
firms that serve for information, knowledge and resources exchange and help to implement 
innovations by mutual learning (Möller & Halinen, 2017; Najafi-Tavani et al, 2018). A large 
number of studies have presented benefits to entering into networks for cooperative R&D: 
cost-sharing advantages, technological complementarities, resource sharing, market explora-
tion and organizational learning benefits (e.g., Sakakibara, 1997; Cowan & Jonard, 2009; 
Gronum, Verreynne & Kastelle, 2012; Rojas, Solis & Zhu, 2018). However, networks them-
selves with a higher level of complexity, uncertainty and ambiguousness are hardly immune 
to conflicts, lack of coordination and free-ridings which dooms many complex innovations 
(Zeng & Chen, 2003; Jiang, Tao & Santoro, 2010; Dougherty & Dunne, 2011; Chen, Dai & 
Li, 2016; Fonti, Maoret & Whitbred, 2017). The structural and relational characteristics of 
networks might moderate the effects on innovation of coopetiting firms. For this part, I will 
explain in detail in the next chapter. Besides, inter-firm relationships have some different 
features in different networks comprising various actors, which should be comparative study. 
For example, the consortium mostly consists of firms in the same or very related industries 
that join for the purpose of cooperation, in which inter-firm relationship are relatively close. 
The buyer-supplier network is mostly made up of firms in the supplier chain.
3.4  Inter-network level
Only a few attentions have been drawn on coopetition at the entire network level. For 
example, Gnyawali and Madhavan (2001) have emphasized the importance of inter-network 
coopetition and shown the competition between networks as an important future direction of 
research. Peng and Bourne (2009) drew on a case study of two healthcare networks in Tai-
wan to address the coexistence of competition and cooperation between networks with 
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different structures. Two networks can balance competition and cooperation earlier when 
each network has compatible but distinctly different structures. The evidence from their 
results indicates that network coopetition is actually similar to inter-firm coopetition.
4.  Research on the influence of coopetition on innovation
The continuously growing concerns on coopetition might stem from its intriguing para-
doxical nature (Bengtsson, Eriksson & Wincent, 2010, Bengtsson & Kock, 2014, Gast, et al., 
2015). There have been debates about its positive and negative effects on strategic behavior 
and firm performance. The rationale can be explained from different theoretical perspec-
tives, including game theory, resource-based view, and transaction cost theory. Based on 
game theory, the cooperative interaction of coopetition is a way to rise the overall size of 
the business pie, while the competitive one means that each partner tries to compete for the 
largest share of the mutually enlarged pie (Brandenburger & Nalebuff, 1996). It is some-
times more beneficial to engage in a win-win situation that creates value for all participants 
(Ritala, 2012; Quintana-Garcia & Benavides-Velasco, 2004). In resource-based view, com-
petitors possess a similar knowledge base and a common market vision, which helps them 
make joint efforts in common goals (Ritala & Hurmelinna-Laukkanen, 2009). It can be found 
that ideas from both game theory and resource-based view provide positive insights on 
coopetition, while coopetition is considered as a risky strategy in transaction cost theory. 
Because it suggests that inevitable knowledge spillovers endanger the protection of key 
knowledge and incentives of opportunistic behaviors may undermine the potential benefits of 
coopetition (Estrada et al., 2016; Jarvenpaa & Majchrzak, 2016; Kang & Kang, 2010).
4.1  Inconsistent evidence
Several empirical studies report coopetition has a positive influence on firm innovation. 
They proposed that coopetition can mitigate the dark side of the competition, improve infor-
mation exchange and speed up new product development (e.g. Ingram & Roberts, 2000; 
Gnyawali & Park, 2011; Ritala & Hurmelinna ‐ Laukkanen, 2012; Gast et al. 2015). From 
the perspective of knowledge management, coopetition as a form of linkage with firms pro-
vides a means for knowledge creation, sharing, acquisition, absorption, integration, and 
innovation enhancing as a result (Huang & Yu, 2011; Zhang et al., 2010).
Despite the tempting advantages, specific challenges are still indicated in extant studies. 
The paradoxical nature makes coopetition coupled with tensions that generally represent a 
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negative side of business relationships (Fang, Chang, & Peng, 2011; Wilhelm, 2011). The 
downside of co-opetition has been proposed such as opportunistic behaviors, facilitating col-
lusion, unintended knowledge leakage, and learning race between partners (e.g. Nieto & 
Santamaría, 2007, Wu, 2012). Especially, the risks of opportunism and knowledge leakage 
are of importance when dealing with radical innovation (Cassiman, Di Guardo, & Valentini, 
2009).
Recent academic studies have tended to illustrate both the positive and negative sides of 
coopetition. Firms often struggle with a dilemma of how much to commit to cooperative R&D 
between the need to cooperate with competitors in order to create new value and the tempta-
tion to be opportunistic in order to appropriate a greater share of cooperative value 
(Gnyawali & Park, 2009). Thus, the Inverted U-shaped effect of cooperation on firm innova-
tion has been indicated (Park et al., 2014). Sampson (2007) indicated that the relationship 
between technological diversity and innovative performance is curvilinear. Phelps (2010) 
predicted an inverted U-shaped effect of technological diversity between a firm and its part-
ners on firm exploratory innovation performance (Phelps, 2010).
In addition, researches have recently distinguished the role of coopetition on consider-
ation of incremental and radical innovations, and have provided differing implications for the 
two innovation types (Ritala & Hurmelinna-Laukkanen, 2009; Bouncken & Fredrich, 2012). 
Some studies find that coopetition is beneficial for both radical and incremental innovation, 
but radical innovation would be better (Bouncken & Kraus, 2013; Bouncken & Fredrich, 
2012). Ritala and Hurmelinna-Laukkanen (2012) explained that firms pursuing incremental 
developments in coopetition should not only find opportunity to share knowledge for value 
creating but also secure their own core knowledge for competitive advantage. Conversely, 
Belderbos et al. (2004) found that R&D coopetition facilitated the creation of incremental 
efficiency gains. Other sources support incremental improvements because they consider the 
knowledge similarity among competitors relatively more helpful in incremental innovation 
rather than radical improvements (Nieto & Santamaría, 2007; Ritala & Hurmelinna-Lauk-
kanen 2009; Ritala & Sainio, 2014). From the perspective of resource similarity and 
complementarity, Quintana-Garcia and Benavides-Velasco (2011) provided a balanced result 
that complementary technology between partners is beneficial for the radical innovation, 
although cooperation with similar resource only enhances incremental innovation. In addition, 
in consideration of different phases of new product development, Bouncken, et al. (2018) 
proposed that coopetition is advantageous for incremental innovation in both pre-launch and 
launch phases, while radical innovation benefits from coopetition in the launch phase only.
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4.2  Analysis of moderating factors
Since the extant theoretical and empirical contributions on innovation-related coopeti-
tion provide inconsistent sights, several studies have explored to search the moderating 
factors to explain these inconsistent results. More scholars have concerned the success of a 
firm’s coopetition strategy should be heavily affected not only by firm-specific factors but 
also by the network and market context in which it is embedded. Thus, focusing on contin-
gency factors may provide more explanation on when firms benefit from coopetition and when 
they do not.
4.2.1  firm-specific factors
It is believed that firm-specific factors have effects on frim behaviors and performance. 
Researchers have explored whether the relationship between coopetition and innovation is 
contingent on certain organizational characteristics. Firm size, age, and experience are often 
taken as control variables in strategic alliance studies. Some specific factors involving firm 
innovation capacity are considered as moderating variables, such as absorptive capacity and 
learning speed.
Absorptive capacity referring to the firms’ ability to detect and assimilate external 
sources can have an influence on the effectiveness of firms’ innovative activities in coopeti-
tion. Ritala and Hurmelinna-Laukkanen (2013) provided evidence suggesting that the 
absorptive capacity and appropriability regimes can increase the innovation outcomes of col-
laborating with its competitors. Their importance stems from the fact that cooperation with 
competitors comes along with the risks of knowledge leakage, imitation, and opportunism. 
That is why mechanisms are needed to protect core knowledge on the one hand, and to enable 
knowledge sharing and development on the other hand (Ritala & Hurmelinna-Laukkanen, 
2013). Furthermore, Lee, Wang and Huang (2015) extend a model that examines learning 
speed positively moderating the inverted U-shaped relationship between technological diver-
sity and firm performance. Because fast-learning firms are better able to quickly identify 
and access to complementary resources among competitors to fill what it currently lacks, 
and subsequently recombine its resources to actualize the promised benefits (Lee, Wang & 
Huang, 2015).
4.2.2  Network characteristics
Firm-internal factors determine the effectiveness of coopetition for innovation, while 
external factors affect coopetition’s implications for innovation. It has been indicated that 
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participating firms benefit from their structural and relational properties of network in the 
network view of coopetition, such as centrality, density, structural holes and governance 
mechanisms (e.g. Schilling & Phelps, 2007; Fritsch & Kauffeld-Monz, 2010; Bellamy, Ghosh 
& Hora, 2014; Baierl, Anokhin & Grichnik, 2016).
As to the structural properties of a network, it has been indicated that the position of a 
firm in the network structure determines the available resources (Tsai & Ghoshal, 1998). 
The central position in a coopetitive network is beneficial for innovativeness as it provides 
an opportunity for the firm to employ various valuable resources from others in a network, 
and enables information flows and knowledge spillovers to develop more diverse information 
(Gilsing, et al., 2008; Baierl, Anokhin & Grichnik, 2016). Lee, Wang, and Huang (2015) pro-
vide evidence that network centrality positively moderates the inverted U-shaped 
relationship between technological diversity and firm performance. Because network central-
ity can amplify benefits by increasing the amount and quality of knowledge transferred and 
simultaneously mitigate costs by reducing the need to engage in time-consuming, costly moni-
toring activities (Lee, Wang & Huang, 2015; Liu & Tan, 2017). Sanou, Le Roy and Gnyawali 
(2016) also explained how a firm’s position in a coopetitive network influences the extent of 
the firm’s competitive aggressiveness. Furthermore, it has been emphasized that dense net-
works facilitate the production of trust, reciprocity norms and a shared identity, accordingly 
decreasing exchange hazards in alliances, increasing cooperation among partners, and miti-
gating absorptive capacity problems. Research has found support for the views and suggested 
that network closure improves knowledge transfer and innovation. Phelps (2010) suggested 
that network’s density can mitigate its costs and amplify its benefits of increasing network 
diversity, thus positively moderating its effect on exploratory innovation. However, there are 
still conflicting results. Some studies have found that the network with many structural 
holes (low closure) would increase a firm’s access to diverse information and in turn enhance 
its innovation output (Hargadon & Sutton, 1997). Structural holes in a firm’s network also 
enhance its knowledge creation due to the advantage of its critical position connecting with 
diversity knowledge (Zaheer & Bell, 2005). In addition, network size (a greater number of 
partners) can positively moderate the relationship between coopetition and inlearning 
because it improves the knowledge leveraging and increases the firm’ shield against oppor-
tunism (Bouncken & Fredrich, 2016).
As to the relational properties of a network, governance mechanism in a network may 
provide chance for more inter-firm interactions, which is good for trust generation and 
knowledge sharing among firms. The governance in networks is considered as a wide range 
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of forms such as self-governance, hub-firm governed, and administrative organization gov-
erned. It also has various types in network, such as transactional and relational governance, 
formal and informal governance. Different governance mechanisms are critical for facilitat-
ing innovation through coopetition. First, formal and relational governance is beneficial for 
improving coordination and reducing opportunism among partners to create a setting neces-
sary for innovation through coopetition (Steinicke, Marcus Wallenburg & Schmoltzi, 2012). 
Bouncken, Clauß, and Fredrich (2016) also indicated that relational governance can improve 
product innovativeness while transactional governance can reduce product innovativeness. 
Second, product innovativeness benefits from coopetition on combination with transactional 
and relational governance mechanisms (Bouncken, Clauß & Fredrich, 2016), while coopeti-
tion seems to have no direct positive effect on innovation when governance mechanisms are 
completely absent. Third, formal knowledge sharing and protection mechanisms need to be 
presented for coopetition in a network, leading to a positive effect on firms’ product innova-
tion. Estrada, Faems and de Faria (2016) show that coopetition affects product innovation 
performance positively only when that their own knowledge is secured and not spilled over 
unintendedly is assured. Forth, informal social interaction and formal contract management 
mechanisms can facilitate the trust in cooperation and weaken the challenges from competi-
tion to foster incremental innovations. Chen, Dai, and Li (2016) suggested that network-
instigated governance and inter-firm social interaction can manage the relational risks of 
competition and enhances the benefit of cooperation conducive to innovation.
4.2.3  Market conditions
Most studies on coopetition are implemented in a particular industry, such as semicon-
ductor, biotech, pharmaceutical, and medical device Industries. It could be said that the 
industry context plays a role in coopetition benefits. For instance, innovation-related coope-
tition in the manufacturing industry including mainly low-tech firms is not as frequent or as 
beneficial as that in high-tech industries (Arranz & de Arroyabe, 2008). Research has 
emphasized that coopetition is an important strategy in innovation- and knowledge-intensive 
industries that are confronted with short product life-cycles, high R&D-investments and 
technological standards (Bouncken et al., 2017; Quintana-Garcia & Benavides-Velasco, 
2004). Competitors in these industries are more prone to collaboration in joint R&D, and in 
sharing risks.
In the dynamic and complex environments with high levels of market uncertainty and 
risks, Ritala (2012) provided evidence that a coopetition strategy can improve innovation 
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output and the general competitiveness of the firm due to risk decrease and cost burden. 
Because coopetition can give firms the access to knowledge and resources to deal with these 
changes more easily, catch up with the evolving technological progress, and enhance its own 
capacity to avert risk (Bouncken & Kraus, 2013). Ritala and Sainio (2014) suggested that 
technological coopetition results in high market radicalness, because firms collaborating 
with their rivals in technology-related areas can make them engage in market differentiation 
in order to differentiate their offerings and obtain the appropriation of the created value. 
Conversely, firms in non-dynamic and non-complex business environments are not likely to 
build cooperation because there is not such a strong need to share risks (Bouncken & Kraus, 
2013).
5.  Conclusion and Outlook for Future Research
This study provides a thorough picture of coopetition researches involving innovation 
implication, including the definitions, the multi-level analysis, and the inconsistent findings 
about the benefits and costs of coopetition, the moderating factors. Based on the review, I 
am about to discuss the potential research gaps which can be used as input for forthcoming 
projects.
5.1  Interplay of competition and cooperation
Although there has been extant literature referring to coopetition as the simultaneous 
competition and cooperation, most of them have not sufficiently integrated the theories of 
competition and cooperation. More efforts need to be put in studying the interplay of compe-
tition and cooperation. Since competition may lead to cooperation or restrict cooperation, it 
is necessary to deeply study how competition drives cooperation and vice versa. and how 
their interaction drives firm innovation.
5.2  Cross-level analysis of coopetition
Studies highlight the importance of considering coopetition in a wide range of analysis 
levels from a micro level (individuals) to a macro level (regional systems, industries, society). 
Although there are researches on the management of the inconsistent behaviors between an 
individual and the embedded firm, and the balance of coopetition tensions between a firm and 
the embedded network, respectively, there is little attention paid to the cross-level analysis 
of the relationship between coopetition and innovation in a network from the perspective of 
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individual.
The individual is indeed the implementers of organization behaviors. Competitive and 
cooperative relationships among individuals are not equal to the inter-firm relations. Simi-
larly, the individual’s purpose and behaviors are not exactly consistent with the firm’s 
strategy. Leap to the network level, there is also tension between the firm’s private inter-
ests and collective objects.
For example, new product development is typically generated by employees who are 
provided time to develop ideas for new products, with other employees in a partner firm 
embedded in the same alliance network. However, the employees in each firm joining in con-
ference-like events organized by the network are always different each time. How they could 
share the learned know-how and knowledge with others in the same firms and partner firms 
is indeed related to the effectiveness of cooperative results. It is necessary to analyze the 
process of knowledge transfer from individuals to coopetitive firms, and to embedded alli-
ance networks. In addition, coopetition strategy as interrelated praxis and practices is on 
multiple levels. The relationships are sometimes different on the individual, company, rela-
tional, and network levels. Thus, how does the coopetitive relationship between two 
individuals explain the coopetitive behavior of the respective firms, and how does it ulti-
mately affect the performance of the firms and the effectiveness of the alliance? For 
example, do employees with bad relationships share their real ideas when join the seminar 
organized by the cooperative alliance established by their embedded firms that are also 
rivals in the same industry?
5.3  Dynamic study
There has been indicated that the dynamics of coopetition is still under-studied (Bengts-
son et al., 2010), that the view of coopetition as a process has been largely neglected 
(Bengtsson & Kock, 2014; Bengtsson, Kock, Lundgren-Henriksson, & Näsholm, 2016). For 
example, what effect do the dynamic coopetition relations due to the join and withdrawal of 
firms over time have on the innovation of existing members? Besides the dynamics of coope-
tition relations, the dynamic stage of open innovation should focus on in coopetition strategy. 
For instance, can the coopetitive relations be dynamically balanced to improve the innovation 
outputs in the process of new product development?
5.4  Quantitative method
Most of the studies on coopetition applied conceptual and qualitative approaches in the 
Coopetition and Its Implications for Innovation Performance
─ 15 ─
early stage, due to the complex nature of coopetition and its difficulty of measure. Quantita-
tive researches have been increasingly implemented, but more than 50% of the data is from 
surveys (e.g. Ritala, 2012). Although it is difficult to measure coopetition relationship by 
archival data, dyadic inter-firm or inter-unit coopetition has been analyzed using alliance 
data (e.g. Park, Srivastava & Gnyawali, 2014). As to interrogational network analysis, there 
is still a set of issues in collecting archival data for coopetition. First, since interdependen-
cies between firms in networks have to be explicitly modeled and analyzed, it is difficult to 
identify the complex cooperative relationship. Second, the boundary specification of a net-
work affects the measurement of the intensity of cooperation and competition in a whole 
network. It is more difficult to obtain the panel data because dynamic nature of network 
such as member’s joining or withdrawing makes the boundary of networks fuzzy, although 
some have network rosters where membership is formally specified instead of self-defined. 
In order to do more effective network studies on inter-firm coopetition, we still need more 
efforts in quantitative analysis to complement the subjectivity bias of case study, interview, 
and surveys.
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